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1. Item I.A.2(4d) of the Agenda (Continuation of'discussion).

The CHAIRMAN declared the meeting open, and sald that the
Pollsh representative, after consultation with his Government,

had asked vermission to maeke s brief statement.

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) wished to assure the Meeting
that hls Government warmly supported any efforts made to lmprove
travel facilities and hoped that the Meeting Would achieve its
alms. However, he was surprised when his request for an
adjournmeent of the discussion had been rejected at the vrevious
meeting. He had based his request on naragraph 5% of the Rules
of Procedure. Referring to the motion which had been
proposed by the United Kingdom representative regarding the
amendment to the United States proposal, Mr. Przezwenski said
his Gegvernment wighed to make a formal reservation regarding that
matter, as it consldered that the question of the decentralisa-
tion of the issue of passports was a question of internal nolicy

and wgs the concern only of the country of 1issue.

The CHAIRMAN sald 1t was not intended that countries
should establish passport lssulng agencles abroad. It had
merely been suggested that within a country itself there should
be possibillities for passport applicants to apply at more than

one office.

'Mr., PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) informed the Meeting that Polish
consular officers abroad had the right to issue visas without
consulting their Government. Prior to the war there were many

‘passport-issuing agencies in Poland and 1t was hoped to return




E/Conf/Pass/PC/SR/6
Page 2. A

to that practice. He felt the Meeting should not go too far in
1ts recommendations, and should not interfere in internal

questions.
2 Item I.B.I, of the Agenda -~ Visa Requlirements,

The CHAIRMAN referred to the proposal contained in docu~
ment E/Conf/Pass/PC/L, that all visa requirements should be
abolisghed as soon as possible; to the United Stdtes proposal
that a dlgtinctlon should be made between those countries which
had a quota system and those which had not, and to the United
Kingdom suggestion that visas should be abolished as widely as
posslble by bilaterallagreements between 8States. He asked
whether any representative wished to Bupvort the provocsal that
the Meeting should recdmmend the abolition of all viga require-~
ments and requested representatives to meke it clear whether,
from the point of view of thelr Gov?rhments, e visa placed on =&
foreigner'!s passport in itself cond%ituted e nermlt for that
foreigner to enter’tﬁe cduntry conderned, or ﬁhether it was
merely a preliminary indication that, so far as the consular
officer was aware, tﬁere was no obstacle to the traveller start—

Ing on his Journey.

Mr. WILKINSON (United States of America) said that the
recommendations of the London Conference and of PICAO for the
abolition of visa requirements did not reeognise the préblems
faced by countries which had been forced to impose immigration
restrictions. Those countries were forced fo regard
anplicants for visas as Détential immigrants unfil'their non-
immigrant status had been established. The United States
Government employed visas as a‘meqns of pre~dteerm1n1ng the
status of a prospective visitor. In the event that the
travel}er was inadmissible, he was saved a great deal of
Inconvenience and expense, and so were the Transport, companies,
A visa lssued by a consular officer wag not a guarantee of
admission. The United States Immigration authorities might

examine a verson at the nort of ‘arrival and deny him admission,
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Mr. PERIER (France) pointed out that, according to French
1aw,'a"visa,‘once granted, constituted a guarantee of admission
into France, The official granting the visa should be able to
tell vhether or not a prospective visitor was persona grata
or not., ‘He felt that all‘countfies should strive to attalin the

ideal that a/consular visa should constitute a guarantee of

entry,

Mr. JEFFES (United Kingdom) sald that, according to
British law, a viga granted by a Passvort Control Officer . or.
Gonsular official did not guarantee entry into the United
Kingdom: the final decision lay with the immigration
authorities at the port of arrival. The immigration official
concerned would not refuse to honour a visa unless theres was
some important reason for doihg so., The United Kiﬁgdom‘did not
have any quantitative immigration restrictions but, as a result
of the war, greatly incregsed numbers of peonle wished td seek
edmission and, although not crimingls or undesirahles, these
people might become destitute and thus become a_cﬁarge on
public funds. In the view of the United Kingdom delegation, a
firm distinction éould not be made between those countries
which had, and thosethich had not, quantitative immigreation

regtrictions.

Mr. BOER (Netherlands) strongly sunmported the remarks
of the United Kingdom'representative. The Netherlands had no
immigration laws, but had been forced to restrict immigration
owing to the lack of housing, food shortage etc., caused by the
war. He was not in favour of the United States provosal that a
distinction should be made between quota and non-cuotes

countries,

Mr, KIRKWOOD (Cénada) sald that Canada belcnged tc a
minority of countries which required no entrance viga Tor the
admission of aliens, and no transit visas were igsued. 1In
cases where certaln countries, through which visitors to Canada
passed, required the traveller to be in posgession of a
Canadian entrance visa, the Canadian authorities grantcd wuch
a visa, but only as a convenlence to the country of transit.
Canada, however, required all travellers — 1ﬁmigrants énd

visitors - to be 1n possession of an immigration permit which
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they could obtain free of charge arter inspection by Canadian

immigration and health offlcers at various cities in Europe.

Mr; GONTEMPRE (Belgium) considered that no distinction
should be made between countries which had and those which did
not have quabtitaﬁive immigration restrictions. 1In his
opinion, immigration restriétions were quite apart from the
granting of visas. Should a traveller wish to take up
permanent residence in a certaln country,'the matter should come
before the local authorltles and should not be settled by the
authorities granting the visa. Hls Government believed in the

suppression of visss for tourlsts and visitors,

Mr, POSPISIL (Czechoslovakia) considered that no dis—
tinction should be made regarding visa reculrements between
countries which had, and those which did not have, quantitative

immigration restrictions.

Mr., PERIER (France) agreed with the remarks of the
representative of Belgium., France, however, had to make some
restrictions regarding the number of peonle allowed in for the
purpose of taking up employment. He was in favour of any
bilateral or multllateral asgrecements which would bring about the

sunnression of visas for visitors and tourlsts.

The CHAIRMAN asked the United States renresentative
whether he wished to stress the distinction vhich apneared
in paragraph B.l. on page 2 of document E/Conf./Pass/PC.7.

Mr. WILKINSON (United States) felt that the positioh
which had heen taken up by the United States was merhaps not
provperly understood by the representatives present at the
meeting, After the end of Workd War I, when visa restrictions
did not exist, immigrants arrived in the Unlted Btates at the
rate of over a million a year. Immigrrtion quotas had bheen
fixed for each country of origin 1ln.definite figures by the
United Stateg law of 1924, The United States Government felt
that 1n order to control this restrictive legislation, visa
requirements for visltors and persons In transit had to be
maintained. It was not bossible to administer 1mmigratibn
laws without the visa requirements belng enforced, so that a
check could be kept on nersons at the vort ol entry to the
United States.
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- With regard to European countries, Belgium, France,
Italy and various other countries which did not have immigPation
laws, nevertheless had regulations, bilateral agreements and
administrative measures which did in fact restrict immigration,
The geographical vosition of the United States made it very
difficult to accept an arrangement by which visitors! visas
would not be reaquired.

Referring to the statement made by the United Kingdom
representative to the effect that a visa 1ssued by a British
consular agent abroad was practically a guarantee of admission,
a similar situation existed 1n the United States. Visas were
not granted carelessly by the authorities, and unless something
- adverse about the applicant was learned after the granting of
the vise, or unless he himself changed his status from that of
s non-immigrant to an immigrant, he was certaln of being freely
admitted,

The CHAIRMAN said that the ﬁronosition of the United
States revresentative was that there was a fundamental distinction
in visa requirements between countrles which had, and those which
did not have, quantitative immigration restrictions. The-
general sense of the statements made by other delegations seemed

to be against this distinction,

Mr. KRIEGLER (Union of South Africa) stated that the
position witn regard to this matter was very much the same for
South Africa as for the United Statés and Canada. South
Africa was a young country with immigration festrictions and
as 1ts representative he supnorted the United Statés argument
that there was a vast difference between immigration and non-
immigration countries. The visa was a very useful ingtrument
in controlling immigration, and for this reason South Africa
had maintained i1t. However, if the general feellng of the
meeting wag that the visa as such should be abolished, South

- Africa would not stand out.

Mr., PETERS (Australia) said that as his South African
colleague had drawn a clear distinction between immigration and
non-immigration countries, he felt called upon to speasak,
Australia being an immigration country. Did the provosition
draw a distinction between countries which had a guota and
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those which did not? Although Australla had not established
quota immigration, care had to be exerclsed from the point of
view of the absorptive capaclty of thé country. .He éould not
supnort the provosal 1f it only applied to quota 1mm1gfation
countries, but if it 1mblied a distinction between 1mmigration

and ﬁonwimmigratioh countries, then he would have to sunvort it.

Mr. PERIER (France) understood the attitude of the United
States representative, which was dictated by the geogranmhical
poslition of his country. He would however like to ask what was

the aim qf the U.S8. reservation?

The CHAIRMAN had understood that the United States
representative made a dlstinction between quota and non—cuota
countries; he did not understand that 1t was intended to go
further and make a distinction between immigration sand non-—-
immigration countries. The point raised by the represéntative

of Australls was a preclse one,

Mr. WILKINSON (United States of America) exnlained that
the distinction between countries which had quantitative
Immigration laws and those which did not, was primarily made

with a view to reaching some sort of understanding, as
mentioned by the representative of France, towards facilitating
travel, and simolifying the obtalning of visitors' visas. His
delegation desired a princinle to be established to the effect
thaet there was a distinction to be made between the faclilitles
that certaln countries who did not have quantitative immigration
restrictions could make avallable and those which did.

Mr., PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) declared himself opvnosed to the
United Stetes proposition. He thought that the distinction hed
nothing to do with the simplification of visas. A country
which did not have quantitative immigration restrictions at the
present time, might adopt such restrictiong later.

The CHAIRMAN then put to the vote the question whether
. a dilstinction should be made between countries which had
quantitative immigration restrictions and those which did not.
The digtinction was rejected.
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Decislion: No distinctlion should be made between
countries which had quantitative immigration
laws and those-WH;ch had not. -

2. RETENTION OR ABOLITION OF EXIT VISAS
The CHAIRMAN asked the United States repregentative to

.6peak on hils proposal for the universal gbolition of exit

visas.,

Mr. TAIT (United States of America) sald that his
Government considered exit visas as time-consuming and time~
wasting and that they should be abolished. They were used nurely
as -a wmar-time measure in the United States.

Mr, VILLA MICHEL (Mexlco) supoortéd the proposal of the
United States representative. Exit visas did not exist in

Mexico,

Mr. BOER (Netherlands) sald he would like to ralse the
" question of whether a difference should be made in the issue of

exlt visas to forelgners and to nationals of the country.

' Mr. PERIER (Frande) stated that his Government had
suppressed the requirement of the exit visa for 1ts dwn
nationals. The exit visa was a war-time measure and his
Government was nrepared to oroceed to 1ts total abolition, but
only oﬁ a basis of reciprocity. He would like to ask the
representative of the United States whether the "salling

perﬁit“ required on leaving Amerlca had been ‘supnressed,

Mr. TAIT (United States of America) replied that this was

a war measure which was 1n orocesskof.being abolished,

Mr., CAGLIYANGIL (Turkey) declared that the exit visa in
his country, according td present leglislation was compulsory
for hationals and allens, He belleved that 1t could be
‘suporessed fbr non-nationals but wished to meke a reservation
with regard to nationals, who sometimes had not fulfilled their
‘military obligations, or wvho owed money po fhé Government,

The CHAIRMAN provnosed that the meeting adopt a resolu-
tlon to the effect that exlt permits be abolished for travellers
other than nationals.

This provosgition was supnorted by the repregsentative of
the NETHERLANDS and the representative of TURKEY,
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Mr, JEFFES (United Kingdom) sugrested that the provosal
be s8lightly emended to include nationals as far as possible,
leaving the possibllity of making an exception to those

countries wvho so desired.

Mr. SODERBLOM (Sweden) supnorted the United Kingdom
representative's proposal, as exlt visa had never existed in
Sweden. It could be left to each country to deel with its own
nationals as they saw fit,

The CHAIRMAN put the proposition to the meeting in 1its
new form: that exit visas should be abolished save for
exceptional measures that a particular Government might w»ish
to teke for its own natlonals., In accordance with the rules,
the second vproposal being the wider one, he would put that
first.

Mr. TAIT (United States of America) drew the Chairman's
attention to the fact that the first resolution, that exit
visas should be totally abolished, wes the wider.

The CHAIRMAN gald that he had thought that that

proposition had not been seconded.
Mr. SODERBLOM (Sweden) seild he was ready to suvmort 1it.

The CHAIRMAN put the proposal to the meeting and it was
carried by 15 votes to 2,

Declsion: The meeting resolved that exit visas be
totally abolished.

Mr. WU (China) said that he wished to make a reservation
on behalf of his Government to the resolution which had Just
been adopted. Before the war, exit nermits did not exist in
China, but they were adopted as a war—-time measure. They would
continue in effect for the time belng, and, he thought, for som

time to come,

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) wished to make a statement on
this noint at a later time.



E/Conf/Pass/PC/SR/6
Page 9.

L, ENTRANCE VISAS.
The CHAIRMAN proposed to the meeting that 1t should

nroceed to the discusslon of entrance visas, leaving the
discussion of translt visas until later,

Two propositions were before the meeting. One wes the
United States proposal that entrance visas should be abolished
by countries having no cuantitative immigration restrictions
(E/CONF/PASS/PC.7 Item B.1(b)). The Conference had alresdy
rejJected the suggestion that a distinction should be made in
the matter of visas between quota and non-auota countries. Did
the Unlted States representative agree that this disnosed of
his delegation's proposition?

Mr, TAIT (United States of America) replied that he would
lize to amend the recommendation to read "Entrance and transit
visas should be eliminated by all countries which can do so
congistently with the protection of their immigration laws.!

The CHAIRMAN stated that the proposal made by the
representative of the United States would perhaps correspond
more closely with other provosals which were to come uvo for
discusgsion later. The proposition that wes the widest on this
subject was that contained in E/CONF/PASS/PC/9 Item 5, that
visas should be abolished as wldely as possible by bilateral
agreement between States. He reaquested speakers to confine
thelr remarkstto entrance visas only, leaving the aquestion of

transit visas until later.

Mr. JEFFES (United Kingdom) said that it had been the
consistent policy of the Government of Great Britaln since the
end of the war to seek the gradual abolition of visa require-
ments, It had been recognised that this was a process which had
to be gradual. Since the beginning of 1947, the British
Government had gsuccessfully concluded bilateral agreements with
seven nelghbouring countries to abolish visas on a mutual basis,
The first agreement was made with France in June; and
agreements had now been concluded with Belgium, Luxemburg,
Norwvay, Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands., As a vpolnt of
Interest he mentloned that the agreement with the Netherlands
had only come into force the day after the meeting opened 1in

Geneva., He urged that the representatives present accent the
formula of his delegation to the effect that visas should be

abolished as widely as possible by bilateral agreement between

States,
The meeting rose at 12,45 p.m.






